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August 31, 1998

U. 8. Department of Energy

Office of Fissilc Matcrials Disposition
SFD EIS

PO, Box 23786

‘Washington, DC 20026-3786

COMMENTS ON SURPLUS PLUTONIUM DISPOSITION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
& COST REPORT

L EIS Inadequacies

e Appendix N, Plutonium Polishing, shows that an aqueous process can purify plutonium and
produce plutoninm oxide with very little waste. Since dissolving plutoninm metal is easier
than dissolving plutoninm oxide, it stands 1o reason that direct dissolving of pits is a
rcasonable alternative. The alternative of dissolving pits using a facility and process similar
to that deseribed in Appendix N must be included and assessed versus the proposed dry
process for pit conversion to have a valid NEPA decument.

* The frequency, consequence, and risk of airplane crashes inte plutonium facilities at Pantex
has been changing in each document issued by DOE. It seems that these risks have been
declining because DOE has been linding ways W justily less conservative methodologies.
DOE should use the standard NRC methedology (NUREG 0800) for calculating the risk
associated with an airplane incident. This is the only widely accepted methodology in this
counfry for analysis of nuclear facilities subject to aimplane crashes.

* The Nuclear Weapons and Material Monitor reported that there was an Appendix B which
cvaluated an aqueous altcrnative for pit conversion and concluded that it could be done faster
and used proven technology. This option cannot be withheld from the ELS.

* The EIS claims that the proposed dry process for pit conversion produces less waste. This is
truly puzzling. There is no data in the EIS to support this claim. Appendix N shows aqueous
processes can be operated to produce very little waste.

e If you used an aqueous process to make pure plulonium oxide, there would be big savings in
the cost and cavironmontal impact of both the MOX and imtnobilication plants. The plants
could be smaller, less sutomated, und much less R&D would be required. The choice of

MD131-1 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

DOE determined that agueous processing was not a reasonable alternat
for pit conversion because current aqueous processes using existing faciliti
would produce significant amounts of waste, and aqueous processing wou
complicate international safeguard regimes. Dry processing was analyzed
the Storage and Disposition PEKhd this SPD EIS. DOE is currently
demonstrating the dry plutonium conversion process as an integrated syste
at LANL. This activity is described in tit Disassembly and Conversion
Demonstration EADOE/EA-1207, August 1998), which is available on the
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com. There is no alternative in this
SPD EIS that evaluates dissolving pits.

T
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DOE is not including the plutonium-polishing process (a small-scale aqueou
process) as part of the pit conversion facility; that process would be part g
the MOX facility. DOE would use only dry processes in the pit conversion
facility. For this reason, the thermal process for removing gallium may not b¢
needed in the pit conversion facility (see revised Section 2.4.1.2). Plutoniur]
dioxide is the starting form for the disposition of surplus plutonium for either
the immobilization or MOX fuel approach.

10
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On the basis of public comments received on the SPD Draft EIS, and th
analysis performed as part of the MOX procurement, DOE has includeq
plutonium polishing as a component of the MOX facility to ensure adequatd
impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide. Appendix N was deleted from
the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussed therein were added to tlhe
impacts sections presented for the MOX facility in Chapter 4 of Volume I.
Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impacts associated with
plutonium polishing.

JuswalB)s 1oedur |

MD131-2 Facility Accidents

DOE published a standard to address the issue of aircraft crash analy{
entitled, Accident Analysis for Aircraft Crash Into Hazardous Facilities

(DOE-STD-3014-96, October 1996). DOE was cognizant of NRC NUREG-080(
in its development of DOE-STD-3014. The method outlined in DOE-STD-3014
is the one used for this SPD EIS. Estimated frequencies, consequences, gnd
risks of aircraft crashes depend on a number of factors, such as building site
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and shape; building robustness; and the quantity, form, and containment
characteristics of the hazardous material. As a result, one would not expect
to see the same numbers published for differing applications of the same
methodology, namely, that of DOE-STD-3014. The frequency of aircraft
crashes into a pit conversion or MOX facility is lower than that of crashes
into the entirety of Zone 4 or Zone 12 mainly because the facilities are smaller
than the zones.

MD131-3 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing
This comment is addressed in response MD131-1,

MD1314 Waste Management

The Storage and Disposition PEIS evaluated an aqueous plutonium
conversion process similar to that used in the SRS canyons. A plutonium
conversion process is needed to convert plutonium metal to an oxide for use
in either the immobilization or MOX facility. Compared with the dry conversion
processes evaluated in this SPD EIS for use in the pit conversion and
immobilization facilities, the aqueous conversion process evaluated in the
PEIS would generate significantly more radioactive waste as shown below:

SPD EIS
Type of Waste PEIS
(myr) Plutonium Conversion Pit Conversion | Immobilization
LLW 1,799 60 81
Mixed LLW 191 1 1
TRU 472 18 95
MD131-5 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time as
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R. L. Geddes

SPD EIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS

aqueous vs, dry for pit conversion must include the impact on downstream processes to be
valid..

The dry proccss for pit disassembly and conversion was advertised as smaller and cheaper
than traditional (aqueons) processes. This EIS says this facility is 186,000 sq. ft. That's
bigger than a canyon building! This doesn’t seem to be smaller and cheaper!

A recent amendment Lo the MOX RFP says DOE will pay the delay cost associated with
failure to deliver acceprable Pu(); on schedule. This change seems to represent the vendors
lack of confidence in DOE’s plan to use ARIES—produced oxide.

A pit disasserbly and conversion plant at Pantex will have t high-fire the plutonium oxide
to comply with DOE Standard 3013 [ur shipment and storage. The high-fired oxide is
unlikely to be usable for either MOX or immobilization without extensive pretreatment. If
agueous polishing is required, the Qak Ridge reports says the feed cannat be high-fired. At
the public meeting DOR said maybe they wounldn't comply with Standard 3013, Has the
transportation and storage of non-3013 oxide produced by the pit disassembly plant been
reviewed with the DNFSB? They are unlikely to agree with this approach — particularly
given Congress’s expressed reluctance to proceed beyond pit disassembly and conversion
anytime soon. the likelihood of extended storage is very real. Also, was the EIS accident and
rransportation analysis based on fine dispersible low-fired powder typical of aquecus
produced oxides, or the high-fired clinkers likely to be produced by TIGR or direct oxidation
methodologies?

The F-Canyon and New Special Recovery (NSR) facility at SRS capable of’ doing the
conversion of plutonium metal from pits to plutonium oxide (NSR was ready to start up on
this program in 1991). There is ne analysis of the savings possible by nsing existing faeilities
at SRS for converting plutonium to the oxide form for MOX or immobilization. Sincc the
SRS facilities are already operaring and have most of the capabilitics needed for this activity,
there would be a big savings of time, investment, and future cleanup. The EIS must include
an analysis of this obviously available and reasonable strategy te be valid and complete.
Since all of the commercial MOX plants in Europe use aqueous feed prep technigues, this is
certainly a reasomable approach which must be analyzed.

Appendix N, Plutonium Polishing, is presented as a “contingency”. What is the legal status
of a “contingency” or an Appendix? Generally a NEPA issue has to be presented as part of
the: proposed action, available for public review and comment, to be a legal basis for
decision.

The basis for the determination of the split of malerial lo MOX or immobilization has net
been presented in the EIS [or public review, Some DOE documents report the quantity of
“clean”™ metal and oxide signilicantly higher than 33MT. The 17 MT planned for
immobilization are, in fuct, not all low plutonium content and lew purity. In fact, a large part
is already FFTF MOX fuel. Where are the studies and where are the costs for determining
this split need ro be presented for public review.

10
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the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docui@&it/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http://mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. This new
report includes the cost associated with plutonium polishing in the estimatg
for the MOX facility.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-1.

MD131-6 Pit Disassembly and Conversion
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The space needed for the dry process is expected to be smaller than tih
needed for the aqueous process. The estimated maximum floor space requi
for the proposed pit conversion facility using the dry process is approximately
8,055 ni (186,700 f) for Pantex. The canyons at SRS are much larger than
the proposed pit conversion facility. The footprint alone of F-Canyon is over
23,876 m (257,000 ). If one were to add up all of available floor space
throughout the building, it would be over 464,515%500,000 f).

[0)
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MD131-7 MOXRFP

The failure or delay of DOE to deliver plutonium dioxide to the contractor
according to schedule would require the contractor to supply its missiof
reactors with replacement LEU fuel at increased costs. This amendment
the RFP is for the protection of the contractor, regardless of the source of th
delay in providing the plutonium dioxide.

juauwiaje]s joe
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MD131-8 Pit Disassembly and Conversion

It is not certain that plutonium dioxide would have to be high-temperaturg
fired prior to shipment and storage to meet the DOE 3013 stauiedia

for Preparing and Packaging Plutonium Metals and Oxides for Long-Term
Storage High-temperature-fired dioxide can be used for either the
immobilization or MOX approach; it just does not dissolve as readily as
material that has not been subjected to the higher temperatures. The repprt
to which the commentor may be referrif@yal Data Report Response to
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the Draft Surplus Plutonium Disposition Environmental Impact Statemen
Data Call for Generic Site Add-On Facility for Plutonium Polishing

(ORNL/TM-13669, June 1998) indicates that it is better not to subject thd
plutonium dioxide to the higher-temperature processing, but does not indicaje
that plutonium dioxide processed at higher temperatures is unacceptablefas
feed for either immobilization or MOX fuel fabrication. The transportation
analysis assumes the oxides would be in compliance with the DOk
3013 standard.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-1.

MD131-9 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

Use of F-Canyon at SRS to convert plutonium for use in either thd
immobilization or MOX facility would require reconfiguring the canyon and
keeping it in operation for another 10 years or more. DOE has already madle
a commitment to the public, the U.S. Congress, and DNFSB to shut the
canyon down. DOE presented the SRS Chemical Separation Facilitigs
Multi-Year Plan to Congress in 1997. This plan provides the DOE strateg
for the expeditious stabilization of SRS nuclear materials in accordance wit
DNFSB Recommendation 94-1, and provides for the early stabilization o
certain limited quantities of plutonium materials from RFETS. Once this
stabilization effort was complete, the canyon would be shut down and D&L
activities would begin. In addition, this process would make the surplug
material considerably more weapons-usable, and as such would not fulfill th
purpose and need of the proposed action.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-5.

MD131-10 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

CEQ regulations for NEPA in 40 CFR 1502.18 state that an appendix shal
(a) consist of material prepared in connection with an EIS (as distinct fro
material which is not so prepared and which is incorporated by referen
(b) normally consist of material which substantiates any analysis fundament
to the EIS; (c) normally be analytic and relevant to the decision to be mad
and (d) be circulated with the EIS or be readily available on request. |
accordance with CEQ regulations, lengthy technical discussions of modeli
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methodology, baseline studies, or other work are best reserved for an append
In other words, if technically trained individuals are the only ones likely to
understand a particular discussion, then that discussion should be includg
as an appendix, and a plain language summary of the analysis and conclusig
of that technical discussion should be included in the text of the EIS.

MD131-11 DOE Policy

The quantities and locations of surplus weapons-grade plutonium materig
are discussed in Chapter 1 of 8terage and Disposition PEI\s shown

in Section 2.2.1 of the PEIS, Hanford had 11 t (12.1 tons) of plutonium material

of which only about 4 t (4.4 tons) fell within the scope of weapons-usable
plutonium as defined in the document. TBerage and Disposition

PEISROD determined that DOE would immobilize at least 8 t (9 tons) becaus¢

it was not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication due to the complexity, timing, and
cost that would be involved in purifying these materials. As described in thig
SPD EIS, DOE identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) of plutonium as unsuitable
for the same reasons. For analysis purposes, this EIS assesses

environmental impacts of implementing the hybrid approach (immobilizing
17 t [19 tons] of surplus plutonium and using 33 t [36 tons] for MOX fuel)
and immobilizing all 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium.

& snidins
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SPD EIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS

DOE js preparing to perform a large scale demonstration of the ARTES process at LANL
using a separate local EA as the NEPA basis. Since this activity is intimately connected with
the pit disassembly and conversion proposal, this LANL activity should be analyzed in the
SPD EIS, not a separate document, What is the plan for storing the oxide product of this
demonstration and where is the NEPA coverage? TFhe Los Alamos vaults are apparently full
since Los Alamos is asking SRS to take soine material to prevent shutdown of their
development program.

The MOX Request for Proposal {RFP) has been revised five times since its original issue just
over thrce menths age in May. MOX feed is now described as being produced by a “dry
process™ rather than the original hydride-dehydride process. What is the signilicance of this
change? What process is described in the EIS? Will the EIS be revised to incorporate the
cvolving process proposed for Pit Disassembly and Conversion?

EM is going to use the SRS FB-Line facilities to declassify a large quantity of plutonium
metal rom Rocky Fluts. These facilities could be used for a similar “Quick Start” approach
for pits? It is likely that most of the pits conld be demilitarized, declassified, and prepared
for safe storage using cxisting facilities at SRS before the program as currently envisioned
could even begin. Since this is obviously a fast, cheap approach using existing facilities, it is
also a reasonzble approach which must be analyzed in the EIS.

The Cost Report says the pit disassembly and eonversion facility will begin operation in
2004. This is a $500 million dollar facility using first-of-a-kind technology. DOE has been
unable to bring any facility of this size on-line in less than 10 years, and 15-20 is not unusual,
since the early days of the Manhattan project, much less ane using undemonstrated
technalogy. This is simply not a reasonablc basis for NEPA analysis.

The EIS (page 5-27) says the MOX campaign will reguire 11 years to disposition plutonium,
The MOX RFP says 15 plus, Pit disassetnbly and conversion und immohilization are still in
the early R&D stages. And, no SNM processing facilities have ever been built in a three-
year timeframe by DOE in recent decades. None of these schedules have any basis in reality,
not o1 they a realistic basis for NEPA analysis._An overly optimistic schedule is not
bounding in NEPA terms. An extended schedule results in greater waste, exposure, risk, and
impact.

The dry process for disassembly and conversion will leave residual plutonfum contamination
on thousands of highly enriched uranium parts making them unsuitable for shipment to Quk
Ridge as described in the EIS. The enly technology currently used for decontamination of
uranivin pieses like LUis is ayueous-basel. Where is this described in the EIS. Tdon't see:
this process and its wastes in the pit disassembly description.

R. L. Geddes
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MD131-12

DOE believes that it took the correct NEPA approach with regard to thd
action proposed in tHeit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA
(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998), and that this action does not prejudice futur
action under this SPD EIS. In that EA, DOE proposed a limited-scope
demonstration at LANL to test an integrated pit disassembly and conversig
process on a relatively small sample of plutonium pits (250) and metals. TH
information gathered from the demonstration will be used to supplemen
information developed to support the construction of a full-scale pit
conversion facility, if DOE decides to build such a facility based on analysis
presented in this SPD EIS. In compliance with DOE's NEPA regulationd
(10 CFR 1021), that EA discussed the No Action Alternative in addition toj
the proposed action. Based on the analysis in the EA, DOE concluded th
the proposed action did not constitute a major Federal action affecting th
environmental quality, and therefore issued a FONSI on August 14, 1998.

Pit Demonstration EA

The plutonium metal and dioxide that will be produced during the
demonstration will be staged in existing special nuclear material storag
facilities at LANL until a decision is made on the ultimate disposition strategy,
The resulting plutonium metal and dioxide will be suitable for disposition
either using immobilization or for use in MOX fuel. No new storage

construction will be required, and there will be no need to increase the storag

limits of the existing facilities. The demonstration will result in a small net
increase in the amount of surplus plutonium at LANL. DOE intends to shig

LANL's total surplus plutonium to the disposition site or sites that are chosen

as a part of the ROD for this SPD EIS. These demonstration storage activiti
are part of the ongoing operations discussed i8iteéVNide Environmental

117
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Impact Statement on the Continued Operation of the Los Alamos Nationd~

Laboratory(DOE/EIS-0238, January 1999), which is incorporated by referencg
in thePit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA

MD131-13

The HYDOX (dry) process described for the pit conversion facility in
Section 2.4.1.2 is a process for converting plutonium metal with certain
impurities to a plutonium dioxide with a minimum of impurities. Inthe HYDOX

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

dsay

process, the pit hemishells (i.e., nonpit plutonium metal) would be placed
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into the HYDOX module, where the metal would be exposed to and react wit
hydrogen, then nitrogen, and finally oxygen at controlled temperatures an
pressures to produce plutonium dioxide. This is one variation of the basi
hydride-dehydride process; another would produce a metal rather than

oxide. The process described in this SPD EIS is not only representative
the proposed process, but is bounding for potential impacts, includin
accidents. However, a pit disassembly and conversion demonstration aim
at optimizing process operations for the pit conversion facility is under wa:
at LANL. Should evidence from that demonstration or other researc
invalidate the analyses reflected in this EIS, additional NEPA documentatio
would be prepared.

MD131-14 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

While the SRS FB-Line and associated facilities could be configured tg
disassemble and declassify pits leaving the plutonium in the metal form, th
surplus plutonium disposition program requires that the plutonium metal bq
converted to oxide for subsequent disposition actions. Therefore, additiona
processing would be required later to complete the disposition objective. |
addition, use of FB-Line for this function would extend its life beyond the
timeframe that DOE currently intends to operate this facility.

MD131-15 Pit Disassembly and Conversion
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The ability to bring a Government facility on line depends largely on the
ability to obtain the required level of congressional funding. Nevertheless
DOE needs to estimate the duration of the construction period in order tp
assess potential environmental impacts. Based on experience with simil@r
facilities, DOE estimates that it would take 3 years to construct the pit
conversion facility. If congressional funding were secured after the ROD
was issued, construction could start in 2001, with facility operation beginning
in 2004. The 3-year construction period would result in potential impactg
more intense than those spread over a longer period.

While itis true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated facility
for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that would e
used in this facility are not entirely new. Many of these processes are in uge
at LANL and LLNL. In addition, DOE has recently started a pit disassembly
and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where processes will bg
further developed and tested.
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MD131-16 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern about the timeframe for th
surplus plutonium disposition program. The schedules presented i
Appendix E reflect the design, construction, and operation timeframes DO
has proposed for the surplus plutonium disposition facilities. DOE believe$
that these schedules can be met and has used them to evaluate the poteptial
impacts of its proposed actions. DOE’'s MOX RFP specified a timetabld
including first insertion of production, not test, fuel no later than the end of
calendar year 2007, and a date of last insertion no later than 2019. THis
timetable was acceptable to DCS, the team that was selected for this effoyt.
However, because there could be some delays associated with issues spich
as negotiations with other countries, Section 4.30.2 includes a discussion pf
incremental impacts of variations in that schedule. As explained in that
section, certain impacts (e.g., exposure) would occur only or primarily during
processing, and the total impacts would not change even if the processing
schedule were extended or shortened. For example, if the operating period|of
the MOX facility were extended by 1 year, the total dose and LCFs for th
worker and the public would remain essentially unchanged, though the ann
dose would be expected to decrease. If the facility were not operating, g
operating at a lower throughput, the dose rate would be lower. Then the on\g
contributors would be small amounts of internal equipment contaminatiof 3
and material in highly shielded storage, and presumably fewer workers wou 5
be at the facility. Total impacts from these internal sources, however, woul
depend on the period of operations; lengthening operations for 1 year wou
mean continued impacts at the levels described in Chapter 4 of Volume | fq
1 year or longer.

T = (D

MD131-17 Waste Management

Section 2.4.1.2 of the SPD Draft EIS states that HEU and classified meta
shapes would be decontaminated. Waste volumes listed in Chapter 4
Volume | and Appendix H include wastes generated by the HEU
decontamination process.
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R. L. Geddes

SFD EIS AND COST REPORT COMMENTS

Plutuninm Missions/Plutomium Siies/Plutonivm Infrasiructure

Tn the Cost Report (Table ES-2) & number of infrastructure deficiencies at Pantex needed to

support the Disposition Programs are identified, including the following:

1. SNM processing capability

2. Radioactive wastc management capability

3. A Source Calibration facility (The new Scurce Calibration facility at SRS cost about
$35M)

4. A plutonium analytical lab

These inlrastructure improvements would cost hundreds of millions of dollurs to construct
and operate - in addition, the experience of existing plutonium sites shows that the cosr to
clean up and remove them at the end of the mission will be even more. It appears that these
costs have not been included in the Cost Repert. These costs must be developed and
considered for a valid cost analysis, including a life cycle cost incorporating ultimate D&D.

In 1996 DOE decided that Pantex was not suitable for a plutonium mission because
“plutonium would not be introduced into a site that does nol eurrenlly have a plutonium
infrastructure because of the high cost of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of
introducing plutonium operations into sites without current capabilities.” (Stockpile
Srewardship BIS). The 1996 policy was estahlished during consideration of Pantex (and other
sites) as potential locations fer a pit manufacturing mission. Pantex was disqualified from
consideration on the basis of this policy. Pit manufacturing and pit disassembly and
conversion have a number of similarities. Both processes are “dry” and involve handling of
both the plutenium and associated pit parts. But compared to pit manufacturing, the
Disposition Program function of pit disasscmbly and conversion involves a much larger
quantity of plutoninm and produces plutonium oxide rather than the much easier to manage
metallic form. I it is too expensive and complex to introduce pit manufacturing into a non-
plutonium site, then surely it must be dramatically less desirable to introduce pit disassembly
and conversion.

DOE explains that its preference for immobilization at SRS “complements existing missions
and takes advantage of cxisting infrastructure and staff expertise™. (Page S-9). In the June
23,1998 MOX announcement, DOE said its preference for MOX at SRS was because this
mission “complements existing missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure and
staff expertise”, and that Pantex “‘does not offer a comparable infrastructure including waste
m went,” The pk jurm processing required for the pil disassembly and conversion
mission is essentially the same as that required for MOX. Pantex cannot be “equalty
preferred” since there are no existing complementary missions at Pantex, Lhere is no existing
infrastructure and staff expertise that can be applied to pit disassembly and conversion, and
the Cost Report idenlifies significant inadequacies in the Pantex infrastructure,

DOE is certainly very responsive to some of the publie. “During the scoping process, the
comment was made that Pantex should be considered for the pit conversion facility™, and
three options were added. The EIS ¢laims such comments were screened against three

*MD131
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MD131-18 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has be
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium

Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution
Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on t
MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms af
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C

wniugnid snidins
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MD131-19 Alternatives

The Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Stockpile
Stewardship and ManageméBEM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0236, September 1996)

states that the pit fabrication mission would not be introduced into a site thg
does not have an existing plutonium infrastructure because of the high co
of new plutonium facilities and the complexity of introducing plutonium

operations into sites without current plutonium capabilities. The SSM PEIS
states further that an important element of the site selection strategy

maximizing the use of existing infrastructure and facilities as the nuclea
weapons complex becomes smaller and more efficient in the 21st centur
thus, no new facilities were to be built to accommodate stockpile manageme
missions. Accordingly, DOE considered as reasonable only those sites wif
existing infrastructure capable of supporting a pit fabrication mission.
Although Pantex has the infrastructure to carry out its current weapon
assembly and disassembly mission and a nonintrusive pit reuse program,
was not considered a viable alternative for the pit fabrication mission becaug
it did not possess sufficient capability and infrastructure to meet the SSM PEI
siting assumption stated above. Among the operations that were considergd
in developing siting alternatives for pit fabrication in the SSM PEIS were
plutonium foundry and mechanical processes including casting, shapind,
machining, and bonding; a plutonium-processing capability for extracting
and purifying plutonium to a reusable form either from pits or residues; and
assembly operations involving seal welding and postassembly processin
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When comparing the site selection strategy for pit disassembly and conversign
mission with that used for the pit fabrication mission, the siting criteria in the
SSM PEIS has little or no bearing on siting criteria use in this SPD EIS. Pif
disassembly and conversion do not require the foundry and mechanicTI
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processes discussed in the SSM PEIS and can be accomplished in a sta
alone facility. Also, the SSM PEIS siting assumptions include a requiremert
to use existing facilities, whereas, the pit conversion facility would be a ney

structure no matter where it is located.

MD131-20 Alternatives

The initial preference for Pantex and SRS as sites for the pit conversig
facility was based on a determination by DOE that the differences in
environmental impacts were modest, and thus did not warrant the preferen
of one site over the other. Existing infrastructure that supported placeme
of the pit conversion facility at Pantex included security, staff expertise, an
the presence of the pits that need to be dismantled. Costs for all requir
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infrastructure were estimated, and even with the additional waste management
and infrastructure support needed at Pantex, the cost differences were ot

considered significant.

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the pit conversid
facility because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processin
and the pit conversion facility complements existing missions and take
advantage of existing infrastructure.

MD131-21 Alternatives
Pantex was identified as a candidate site for both the pit conversion ar

MOX facilities in the NOI. The alternatives that were added after the scoping

process to include Pantex as a candidate site for pit conversion were associg
with the immobilization-only options; Pantex had already been identified as
candidate site for the pit conversion facility for a number of the hybrid
alternatives. As discussed in Section 2.3.1, these options were added af
DOE confirmed that they met all the screening criteria.
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criteria, one of which was infrastructure cost. Since Pantex has no plutonium infrastructure,
it logically could not pass this screen.

For both safety and security reasons, it is important that there. be a large buffer zone around
plutonium fasilities. The fact that the distance to the sight boundary at SRS is at Teast 5X
that existing at Pantex should be a significant discriminator. A platonium release at Pantex
would reach the site boundary before an public evacuation natice could be issued.

L. Program Costs '

The Cost Report says it “does not incorporate possible synergies between co-locating
disposition facilities at one site” (page 3.3). This information is required to make a valid
decision.

The Cost Report shows the answears of MD's analysis of the cost of various options. But
since there is no backupfworksheet data publicly available — how is the public supposed 1o
draw any confidencc in the veracity and credibility of this analysis. The full analysis needs
10 be available for review and comment.

The Cost Report (page 1-10) says DOE’s estimate tor the immaobilization facility was
determined on a square foot basis based on experience with similar projects. What were
those similar prajects? Most of the large comparable nucleur fucilities built in this country in
the last 15 years have been buill ac SRS (e g, DWPF, NER, HB-Line, RTF) and &l of them
were significantly morc per square foot (even 10-13 years ago!) than the Cost Report
estimates for new facilitcs ($450M/108,000 sq. ft = $4200).

Both the MOX and Immobilization Tacilities are estimated at about $4200fsq. fi. The cost
per square foot of the pil disassenibly and conversion facility is much less, about $2900 per
sq. fi. of hardened space? ($440M/-150.000 sq. [t. = $2900). Since the facilities are similar
in size and all are plutonium oxide processing facilities il seems logical (he cost per square
foot would be similar.

The construction of a MOX plant is estimated at $510M for both Pantex and SRS. Yet the
Pantex plant is bigger in the EIS, and the Cost Report has identificd the major defieiencies in
the infrastructure at Pantex which would have to be added to support a MOX opcration. The
cost of a MOX operation at Pantex must be much higher than at SRS,

Some of the construction data is inconsistent. For instance, the MOX plant (120,000 sg. (L)
requires about 50% more construction manpewer than the pit disassembly and conversion
facility (~150,000 sg. ft.).

Penzlizing sites other than Pantex with an $80 million dellar charge for packaging and
shipping pits to a pit disassembly facility slsewhere (page 3-4) is not a valid charge.
Shipping plutenium oxide from Puntex 10 SRS for disposition would cost more than shipping
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MD131-22 Human Health Risk

Appendixes K.4 and K.5 present the hypothetical maximum accident impact
on a receptor at each site boundary. Although calculations show that mo
accidents would yield somewhat higher doses to this receptor at Pantex-
given the proximity of the boundary to the release location, the meteorology
and other factors—the differences from the perspective of health risk would
in most cases, likely be minor. This assertion is warranted by the cancer rig
values stipulated in Tables K-12, K-13, K-14, and K-25.

MD131-23 Cost Report
This comment is addressed in response MD131-18.

MD131-24 Cost Report
This comment is addressed in response MD131-18.

MD131-25 Cost Report
This comment is addressed in response MD131-18.

MD131-26 Cost Report
This comment is addressed in response MD131-18.
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pits. Plutonjum oxide requires more shipmenls, requires a more extensive packaging
operation, and uses higher cost shipping and storage containers than shipping pits.

Safeguards and MC&A requiremments are significant]y different and more complex for
handling plutonium in bulk forms rather than the piece counts employed at Pantex. The Cost
Report needs to incorporate the cost and schedule impacts of major safeguards and MCé& A
upgrades at Pantex.

Pii Storace, Transportation, and Safety

The storage of pits at Pantex is inadequate. The GAO issued a report in April saying
worker’s health and safety have been placed at risk. The Defense Board says that DOE’s
cfforts to improve storage “appear confused” and Jack technical basis. Since the plutonium
will have to come o SRS for MOX or immobilization anyway, it makes sense to pack and
ship as soon as possible and aveid a large cost to wpgrade pit storage. Pit disassembly and
Conversion at Pantex means surplus pits will remain in inadequate storage for nearly 20 more
years. A scenario where pits are retained at Pantex unlil at least 2015 must include the cost
of upgrading pit storage. This cust could easily be more than a hundred million doltars. The
EIS should consider aliernatives for early shipment of pits to SRS. SRS already has NEPA
coverage to transport and stare up to 20,000 pits in P-Reactor (Pantex EIS), or could add a
module ta APSF for pits,

In the 1997 PEIS Record of Decision DOE said that it would store surplus pits awaiting
disposition in upgraded facilities at Zone 12 at Pantex by 2004. There does not appear to he
any current significant progress in this etfort. DOE needs 1o acknowledge such, and revise
the NEPA coverage of pit storage at Pantex. The SPD ELS does not seem (o address the
eXposure, waste, risk, etc. of packaging and shipping all the surplus pils from their current
temporary storage in Zone 4 to these upgraded lacilities in Zone 12, then moved back again
to a pit disussernhbly facilily located in Zone 4. This information needs to be added to the EIS
and compared to early transfer to SRS.

Locating pit disassembly and conversion at Pantex could be viewed from a safety perspective
in the following way:
- DOE is proposing to convert sezled plutoniutn melallic components into a large
quantity of dispersible plutonium oxide — then store it directly in the flight path of the
Amarillo airport in a lucility near bunkers of high explosives and nuclear warhcads.
- Then DOE must ship a dispersible form of plutoniom in quantities far larger thun has
ever been shipped before.
The Summary of the EIS should explain the logic of this (Option SA for instance) from a
safery perspective.

The EIS transportation data show a significant transportatior: safety advantage and
essentially no more total shipping by co-locating all three disposition programs at SRS.
Since the only explanation given for adding Pantex to the program as a processing site was
because the pits were there and that might mean a transportation advantage for this option,
there tow data to eliminate Pantex, especially since il has no history of plitonium werk.
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MD131-27 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the storage ¢f
plutonium pits at Pantex. DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage of pjts
and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities to addreps
plutonium storage requirements. DOE has addressed some of the commentgr’s
concerns in an environmental review concerning the repackaging of Pantgx
pits into a more robust container. This evaluation is documented in the
Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associated Storage of Nuclegr
Weapon Components—AL—R8 Sealed Insert Contghugust 1998). This

document is on the MD Web site at http://mww.doe-md.com. Based on thi
supplement analysis, the decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex ipto
the AL—R8 sealed insert container and to discontinue plans to repackade
pits into the AF400A container.

o

MD131-28 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

Worker exposure estimates attributable to the decision to repackage pits|in
AL-R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised Section 2.
and Appendix L.5.1.

0>

L%LUUJ

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in
Storage and Disposition PEI8nd theFinal Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and Associatd
Storage of Nuclear Weapon ComponéRE/EIS-0225, November 1996).
DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus pits in Zone 4 at Pantj
for long-term storage. An appropriate environmental review will be conducte;l:
when the specific proposal for this change has been determined; e.g., whet
additional magazines need to be air-conditioned. The analysis in this SPD E|
assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance with {
ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.
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The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-27.

MD131-29 Human Health Risk

In response to public concerns, a number of actions (see Appendix K.1.5.
have been taken to reduce the risk of an aircraft crash at Pantex. The frequen

BUII0/BQ HINOS—S8SUO



¢65—¢

GEDDES, RicHARD L.
Pace 130F 17

dins

of a crash into a pit conversion facility vault containing plutonium powder
(plutonium dioxide) is less than 1 in 10 million per year. According to
conservative calculations (see Table K—12), this “beyond-extremely-unlikely”
accident (estimated frequency: lower than 1 in 1 million per year) would induce
4.5 LCFs in the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the site.

winiuoinjd4 snj
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The impacts of explosives and the associated release of plutonium powd
into the environment have also been evaluated (Appendix K.1.5.2.1). An
explosion would be “unlikely” (estimated frequency: 1 in 10,000 to
1in 100 peryear). Conservative calculations (see Table K—12) indicate tha
this accident would induce only 0.00011 LCF in the population within 80 km
(50 mi) of the site. The inadvertent detonation of a nuclear warhead is nq
considered credible.

U uoiis

u3 e

Impacts associated with transporting plutonium dioxide from Pantex to offsitg
facilities are addressed in this SPD EIS; an estimate of the maximum potenti
impacts of such a shipment is included in Appendix L.6.3. According to
conservative calculations, a transportation accident in an urban area wou
produce 27 LCFs within a radius of 80 km (50 mi) of the accident location.
However, given the extremely low frequency of the accident (much lower
than 1 in 10 million per year), the actual risk of a fatal cancer is extremely low
A transportation accident in a rural area, the scenario discussed i
Section 4.6.2.6, has a frequency of 1 in 10 million per year and a predicte
impact of less than 0.1 LCF. The net result is an extremely low risk of a fata
cancer among the population within 80 km (50 mi) of the accident. In summary
conservative evaluations indicate no significant safety concerns to the publ
from locating the pit conversion facility at Pantex.
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MD131-30 Transportation

The selection of sites for potential surplus plutonium disposition facilities
was based on a number of factors. The location of the surplus pits at Pantgx
was not the only reason for making it a reasonable alternative for siting thp
proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities. As indicated in Section 2.18
no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions are expected. Table L-6 shows tHe
transportation risks for all alternatives. Analyses of transportation risks arg
just one of the factors considered in the decisionmaking regarding
facility siting.
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DOE's EM Division has stated that they expect to save over a billion dollars by aceclerating
shipment of non-pit plutenium from Hanford and Rocky Flats to SRS for disposition. If it is
eost effective for EM to expedite the movement of that plutonium, then it must also be cost
effective for DOE to accelerate the shipments of pits from Pantex. Particularly considering
the major upgrades required at Pantex for safe storage if the pits are not promptly moved.

Waste and Waste Manaogement

DOE plans to entomb six million eubic feet of TRU waste at WIPP. The pit disassembly and
conversion facility will produce less than .1% of this quantity regardless of whether a dry or
aqueous process is used. Therefore whether one pit conversion process preduces slightly
more of less TRU waste than another is irrelevant. The fact that this technology choice
impacts

1. Cost and schedule

2. The size, cost, fnisk, and environmental impact of downstream processing facilities

3. The ability to use of existing facilities for aqueous systems versus having to construct
new facilities for the proposed dry process

needs to be considered and analyzed in the EIS.

If all the SOMT’s of surplus plutonium were aqueously processed using existing facilities at
SKS, fewer than 20 additional giass logs would be produced by DWPF out of an approximate
total of 520C and weuld represent less than one menth out of 25 years of operation of DWPE,
This small environmental impact needs to be included as an EIS option, and together with the
resulting smaller, sumpler MOX and dimnmobilization lacilities, considered as 4 reasonable
alternalive compared (o the all new fucilities and technologies currently analyzed.

The EIS says that shipments of TRU waste resulting from a pit disassembly and conversion
operation at Pantex cannot be shipped to WIPP until after 2016. The full cost, risk, and
facilities for staring the total accummlation of TRU waste during the life of the program until
after 2016 needs to be added to the analysis. In addition, the EIS needs to consider the mucl
larger quantity of TRU waste which will be generated by the future D&D of a 186,000 sq. {L.
plutonium processing facility at Pantex.

Whilc it is truc that solid waste generation under any scenario would be small compared to
DOE’s cxisting stocks, cenainly it should be worth noting in the summary, p. $-23 for
example, that generation of any TRU waste at Pantex is an issue. Pantex hus no TRU waste
nor authorization to ship TRU waste to WIPP. TRU waste will have to be stored until at
least 2016.

‘What is the lagic for not including waste shipments in Table S-3, “Facility Transportation
Requirements”? The inclusion of these shipments is part of the plant’s operations and the

R.L. Gediles 7
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MD131-31 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

The potential cost saving that could result from the early movement of nonp
surplus plutonium from RFETS and Hanford is based on the termination g
storage operations and required security at those sites. Security is a ma
cost involved with storage. The same situation does not apply to Pante
which will continue its storage mission and associated security. Furthe
major upgrades of storage facilities at Pantex are not required, but DOE
considering some upgrades (e.g., air conditioning, catwalks, standby powsg
to address plutonium storage requirements. Although SRS is preferred f
the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities, a decision has ng
been made. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting andg
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD131-32

An aqueous process for conversion of plutonium would need to be placed
a new facility. Existing canyon facilities are not configured for a plutonium
disposition mission and are either shut down or planned for shutdow
and D&D.

Waste Management

DOE is committed to waste minimization and pollution prevention throughout
the complex.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD131-1.

MD131-33
This comment is addressed in response MD131-9.

Waste Management

MD131-34

Section 4.17.2.2 evaluates the potential impacts of operation of the p,
conversion and MOX facilities on the waste management infrastructure 3
Pantex. This section states that the 6288V yd) of TRU waste generated

over the 10-year operations period could be stored within the new pi
conversion and MOX facilities with minimal impact on existing waste
management infrastructure at Pantex. The amount of waste generated

Waste Management
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D&D of the facilities would be determined by the future use selected for thd
buildings and adjacent land areas. As described in Section 4.31, DOE w

BUII0IED U}



¥6G—¢€

GEDDES, RicHARD L.
Pace 150F 17

evaluate options for D&D or reuse of the proposed facilities at the end of th
surplus plutonium disposition program. At that time, DOE will perform
engineering evaluations, environmental studies, and further NEPA review t
assess the consequences of different courses of action.

MD131-35 Waste Management

Pantex’s lack of TRU waste capacity is discussed in Section S.7 of th
Summarywhich states that because TRU waste is not routinely generate
and stored at Pantex, TRU waste storage space would be designated witl
the pit conversion and MOX facilities. Also, Section S.8 ofShenmary

states that TRU waste storage at Pantex would be provided within the ne
surplus plutonium disposition facility. In addition, Section 4.17.2.2 assumeq
that all TRU waste would be stored on the site before being shipped to WIP
for disposal. Although Pantex is not currently authorized to ship TRU wastq
to WIPP, wastes produced by the proposed surplus plutonium dispositio
facilities could be accommodated in WIPP. Section 4.17.2.6 includes a
analysis of the transport of TRU waste from Pantex to WIPP. This analysi
would provide the NEPA documentation for these shipments if this alternativd
were selected.

MD131-36 Waste Management

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation ¢

wastes generated by the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilitieq
The impacts of waste transportation are analyzed in detailkirthieNaste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Wast]
(WM PEIS) (DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997). As described in Appendix L.6.4 of
this SPD EIS, waste transportation at the sites would be handled in the sar
manner as current waste shipments, and would generally not constitute
major increase in the amounts or risks of waste currently being generated
these sites and analyzed in the WM PEIS. Therefore, this small increment
shipments is not analyzed in this SPD EIS. However, wastes could b
generated by surplus plutonium disposition activities that are not covered i
the WM PEIS: (1) TRU waste generated at Pantex; (2) some of the LLW

generated at Pantex; and (3) some of the LLW generated by lead assemxly

fabrication at LLNL. Shipment of Pantex TRU waste to WIPP, and Pantex an
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LLNL LLW to NTS disposal facilities are analyzed in this SPD EIS with the
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impact will vary hy scenario chosen, They should be included here for impact and not
segregated since that tends ra confuse.

EIS Data Inconsistencies

The radiation exposure to construction workers at Pantex reported as zero, but section
3.4.4.1.2 reports that annual doses of 100 mrem above background are measured in zone 4,
the site of the proposed facilities. '[his needs to be corrected 1o shuw Lhe exposure to
construction workers.

The TRU waste velume forecasts do not appear to be accurate, The annual TRU waste
volume for pit disassembly and conversion, a very large facility handling 33MT of plutonium
oxidz is much less than the TRU waste forecasted from the much smaller MOX and
immobilization facilities which handle equal or less plutoninm. I cannot understand this
difference — what is the basis for the forecasts and how do they compare o reul data from an
operalig plulomium processiug facility like SRS's FB Line or Hanlord's PFP?

Lead Test Assemblies

SRS is the preferred site for MOX and should alse be the preferced site for the MOX Lead
Test Assembly work., The same plutonium capability and expertise is required [or both
programs. Given the high costs associated with establishing and maintaining plutonium sites,
and, given that the only potential for future plutonium operations that are even being
considered are at SRS er Pantex, DOE should not consider supporting plutenium
mfrastructure at INEEL, LLNL, Hanford or ANL-W for the Lead Test progrum. The report
evalvating all five sites showed that the physical plant SRS is oflerning is as good as any other
option. Surely DOE would not roaintain ancther plutenium site for several years just 1o
support a small test pragram.

The EIS needs to cxamine the impact of a larger test assembly program. ‘L'ypical fuel demo
programs in the commercial LEU world would require more. The fuel vendor and utilily
teams have not yet spoken. And, the NRC has yet to review any license applications.

SRS’s HB-Line will be producing purified plutonium oxide for safe storage during the time
this kind of material will be needed for the Lead Test Assembly Program. Since HB-Line is
immediately adjacent and connected to the facility to be used for the LTA’s, this would be a
logical source of plutonium feed. Th= EIS should evaluate this option and consider the

redused environmental and safety impacts of using this inunediately available pu leedstock.
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results presented in Chapter 4 of Volume | and Appendix L. Transportatio
requirements for these wastes are not included in Table S—2 since this tal
provides generic transportation requirements applicable to the listed facilitig
regardless of site location.

MD131-37 Human Health Risk

As stated in Section 3.4.4.1.2, the 100-mrem dose is the dose measured a
offsite control location. It is the dose strictly associated with the natura|
background levels of the area; no part of the dose is attributable t
above-background sources. Therefore, there is no discrepancy in th
assertion of a zero dose (i.e., the dose level above background) for Pantf
construction workers. A statement was added to applicable Chapter
(Volume 1) sections to further clarify this issue.

MD131-38

The pit conversion facility would convert relatively clean plutonium metal
pits to clean plutonium dioxide. In contrast, both the immobilization and
MOX facilities mix the plutonium with other materials, increasing the material
flow through the facility by a factor of 10 to 20. Additionally, the immobilization

facility would handle plutonium in various forms, including fuel rods and
plates, impure oxides, and impure metals and alloys. Each form of plutoniu
requires different processing techniques; some would require significantl
more handling than pits require in the pit conversion facility and thereforg

Waste Management

would generate more TRU waste. Likewise, many steps are needed to fabrici

the clean plutonium dioxide into fuel assemblies in the MOX facility. Because
the immobilization and MOX approaches are more complicated and proces
a considerably larger total material throughput, it is estimated that more TR
waste would be produced by the immobilization and MOX facilities than the
pit conversion facility.

MD131-39 Lead Assemblies

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for the fabrication of lead
assemblies at SRS. As discussed in the revised Section 1.6, based
consideration of capabilities of the candidate sites and input from DCS o
the MOX approach, DOE prefers LANL for lead assembly fabrication. LANL
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is preferred because it already has fuel fabrication facilities that would no
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‘I'hank you for your careful consideration of my comments. 1am looking forward to seeing them
addressed in the Final EIS and a revisad Cost Report.

P P

Richard L. Geddes
807 Big Pine Road
North Auvgusta, SC 29841

cc: MMs. Carel Borgstrom, Director
Office of NEPA Policy and Assistance
Office of Environment, Safety and Health

U. S. Deparznent of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue
Washington. DC 20585

R.L. Geddes 9

require major modifications, and takes advantage of existing infrastructure

and staff expertise. Additionally, the surplus plutonium dioxide that would
be used to fabricate the lead assemblies would already be in inventory at t
site. DOE prefers ORNL for postirradiation examination activities. ORNL has
the existing facilities and staff expertise needed to perform postirradiation
examination as a matter of its routine activities; no major modifications tg
facilities or processing capabilities would be required. In addition, ORNL is
about 500 km (300 mi) from the reactor site that would irradiate the fuel,
Decisions on lead assembly fabrication and postirradiation examination wil
be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, nation
policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will
announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplu
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD131-40

The lead assembly program, including determination of the number of lea
assemblies for test irradiation, was the product of close consultation wit
representatives of the commercial nuclear industry. Since publication of th
SPD Draft EIS, the number of lead assemblies has in fact been reduced to t
on the basis of information provided by DCS. DCS indicated in its proposal
that two lead assemblies should be sufficient for its fuel qualification plan,
although it is possible that more than two would be required. The potentig

Lead Assemblies

impacts of fabricating 10 lead assemblies and irradiating 8 of them were analyz¢

in the SPD Draft EIS. Should fewer lead assemblies than analyzed b
fabricated or irradiated, the potential impacts would be less than thos
described in this SPD EIS. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential impacts (
the fabrication of the lead assemblies. Domestic, commercial reactors operg
under NRC license; therefore, the use of MOX fuel lead assemblies would b
subject to review and regulation by NRC.

MD131-41
The purpose of the lead assembly project is to qualify fuel for the MOX

Lead Assemblies

approach to surplus plutonium disposition. In this SPD EIS, it is assumedgl

that the plutonium would come from dismantled pits or existing supplies of
surplus metal and oxide at LANL.
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Craunk L, GNEERT, Jr.
1104 Candlewaed Drive
Hopkins, South Carolina 20061
Seprember 14, 1998

Department of Energy
Office of Fissite Matesials Disposition
Howard R. Canter

Dear Mr. Canter,

Throughour the administrations of Presidents Ford, Carter, Reagan, and Bush, the policy of the
United States banned the use of plutenium in commercial nuclear power plants due to the risk
that the plutonium could be diverted to terrorists and to nations that have nor renounced the use
of nuclear weapons.

1 hope you will reconsider the dangerous, expensive and an irresponsible course you have endorsed
that will convert warhead plutonium into civilian muclear reactor (MOX) fuel. The use of MOX in
the U.S. sends precisely the wrong message in the effort to end nuclear proliferation. As you
know, MOYX equals plutoniurm, one of the most toxie, careinogenic, radioactive substances in the
world. This ineans that the federal government will be transporting plutomum inte neighborhoods
in order o prop up and subsidize 4 failing nuclear poser indtistry. You also realize that the pro-
duction of mixed oxide fuel will result in enormous new quantities of radioactive and chemical
wastes that will Ppresent siglﬂﬁca_nt additional dispos;ll problems and unknown cosis. The
Department of Energy should be developing plutonium immobilization technologies nor endager-
ing the public as well as draining our assets to promote a failed foreign business.

Companies such as BMEL and Cogema cannot be trusted to handle U3 plutonium disposition.
BNFL, besides being responsible for the radioacrive North Sea, is a key partner in Utenco, & ura-
nium enrichment consortium. It was top-secret Urenco urantum endichment technology that
fortmed the basis of Iragis clandestine efforts to attain nuclear weapons capability. This is not the
kind of company that should be handling the most sensitive nuclear material in the Unired States.
There are no reactors in England interested in MOX fuel.

Cogema is undergoing severe criticism and scrutiny in France, where it was revealed in the Spring
of 1997 that the area near its La Hague reprocessing plant is highly radicactively-polluted and has
caused excess childhood cancers, Continued radiation monitoring in the area has found continued
high radiatien levels, and ocal beaches were closed during the summer season.

Here in South Caroling, we already have massive environmenral problems from the Savannsh
River Site. Our ground water is contaminated, the food chain his been contaminated (radicactive
ﬁah, turties and lour lcgged owia). DuPort and Westinghouse both had visions of g;r.mdeur and
failed miserably in the nuclear waste departmen, leaving a massive cleanup bill for the raxpayer.
Duke power wants to experiment with MOX and have the taxpayer subsidize therm and then pay
higher rates for electricity in a time when deregulation and energy efficiency makes nuclear power
the most expensive fuel there is. Mixing plutonium with raxpayers money is not a sound business
decision., the people and the environment deserve berter-

do the rght tl’xing, STOP MOX.

Thank you

/ﬁ@//

Claude Gilbert, Jr.

MD184

MD184-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. DO}
has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approach. Pursuing bo
immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United States important|
insurance against potential disadvantages of implementing either approa
by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the best opportunity fof
U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar options for
reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sends the strongd
possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles o
surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that would make
technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.

U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has prohibited the
commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium from spe
nuclear fuel. The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemi
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fissio
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uraniu
to produce new fresh fuel). The proposed use of MOX fuel is consistent wit
the U.S. nonproliferation policy and would ensure that plutonium which was
produced for nuclear weapons and subsequently declared excess to natio
security needs is never again used for nuclear weapons. In keeping with t
U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium, a MOX facility
would be built and operated subject to the following strict conditions:
construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would be owned by th
U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively to the dispositior
of U.S. surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut down at the
completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. In addition, the
MOX facility would be open to international inspections.

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of specig
nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT

|

L

—

h

system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguar
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned car
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
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fatality or release of radioactive material. The transportation requirements fg
the surplus plutonium disposition program are also evaluated in this SPD EI§
Transportation impacts of the MOX approach are summarized in Chapter
of Volume I and Appendix L.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cos
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis

in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same time
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatdg
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at]
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input.

MD184-2 Other
DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns.

MD184-3 MOX Approach

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order t
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger g
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.
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Surplus Plutonium Disposition Draft EIS Public Comment
Charles R. Goergen

510 Boardman Road

Alken, South Carclina 29803

With 23 years of nuclear experience in working with all isotopic classes of plutonium,
my areas of expertise include plutonium chemistry, chemical separations processing, and
radioanalytical techniques. In 1994 while on loan to DOE-HQ, Office of Nuclear
Weapons, I served on the Plutonium ES&H Vulncrability Asscssment participating in the
Pantex Working Group Assessment Team as the plutonium technology/process safety
expert where I spent a total of one month at the Pantex Site. As a result of that
experience | have serious concerns for Pantex being the Site chosen for the Surplus
Plutonium Disposition pit conversion mission.

That vulnerability assessment took a time slice for current missions. In 1994 direct work
with unclad plutonium was not included. All plutonium was encased in sources ot pits
with the exception of some lab reference solutions. There have only been a few
occasions where Pantex has had plutonium exposed to air. In the most recent case, the
design apency was called in to actvally autopsy the pit and deal with the resultant
materials.

During my experience at Pantex | made the following observations:

s There was no workforce experience base of unclad plutonium handling operations.
Operations, maintenance, Radcon, and .engineering need to be familiar and
knowledgeable of possible hazards. Precautions centered on maintaining the integrity
of the cladding with emergency responses fo reestablish containment. There was no
experience with releases of plutonium, Technical assistance by the design labs was
available but not easily accessed.

» Personnel knowledge of the properties of plutonim focused on penetrating radiation
exposure. Appreciation for the form was lacking, for example: « or 8 phase metal,
particle size distribution of oxide, nitrate or hydroxide solutions, Pu-238 or Pu-239
isatopic distribution. Intimate knowledge of plutonium characteristics and familiarity
of operations is vital to success of this defined endeavor.

e Nuclear Criticality had been analyzed to be incredible for pit systems at Pantex. As
soon as the pit is deconformed and converted to another geomerry, the criticality
implications, analyses, controls, alarms, emergency response procedures and facilities
must then be addressed. This would invulve an extensive conirol system.,

« Radiological contamination controls need to deal with potential contamination levels
of millions of dpm alpha. Techniques to work with and handle this level of
radioactivity, measurement, and decontamination methodology are leamed through
experience. Anti-contamination techniques such as radiological clothing/personal
protective equipment need to have been mastered. Ventilation systems require

SCD05-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the pit conversio
facility at Pantex. Experienced workers would be used, and specific trainin
would be provided to all workers involved in the surplus plutonium disposition
program. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the git
conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with plutoniun
processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing missiong
and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surpliis
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmenta|
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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maintenance programs for HEPA filters, fans, and ductwork. Handling of ancillary
materials such as tools, fransuranic waste, low level waste, and laundry are not
inconsequential tasks.

« Shielding will need to be added for (c, n) reactions to be encovntered and the Am-
241 in aged plutonium.

e Use of containments such as work in gloveboxes is difficult and requires extensive
practice and experience to gain proficiency.

I urge the Department to give weighted consideration to the experience of the workforce
in plutonium handling. This goes for design inpul/review, facility operability, and
knowledge. This is not something that can be leamned easily from a book but requires
familiarity with the potential hazards of the actinides to be encountered. In day-to-day
operations there will be difficulties that require immediate technical engineering input
and observation. Currently, design agencies provide long distance support.

While the Pamiex Site has done an oulstanding job in iheir mission of weapons
assembly/disassembly and storage and handling of high explosives, it remains what a
DOE official once called it, “a screw and glue factory”. Design, construction, and
operation of plutonium handling facilities are a different type of work requiring an
experience base that is lacking at Pantex.
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SCD91-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surplys
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4,
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existirg
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure.

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EI{
contains environmental impact data and does not address the cogts
associated with the various alternatives. A separate cost @psirfnalysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutoniunp
Disposition(DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), which analyzes the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative, was made available around the same timelas
the SPD Draft EIS. This report and fkitonium Disposition Life-Cycle
Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Docuip&i/MD-0013,

November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associatgd
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site af
http:/mww.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C. Decision ;Q
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based of
environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy an
nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its|
decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD65-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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Iam Chuck Smith and I am here on behalf of the Greater North Augusta Chamber of Commerce. I live in
North Augusta as do many people that are touched by the Savannah River Site on a daily basis.

The people at SRS and the CSRA contribuled to our Nation's nuclear deterrent efforts for over four

decades and now these satne people are prepared to take on the new, critical mission of plutonium
disposition. Why would DOE considcr anather possible sitc for this mission? SRS has the experiencesdhu
infrastructure, the best safety umbers of the entire DOE comples and can accomplish the pit disassembly
mission at a lower cost to taxpayers. DOE has previously acknowledged (hat SRS is uniquely quatified to
handle plutonium when it named SRS as (he sitc of choice fot the Mixcd Oxide Fuel Fabrication.

T believe that these hearings will provide overwhelming argurncnts as to why DOE will decide that SRS is
‘the preferred sitc for the Pit Disassembly Mission.

On behalf of ihe North Augusta Chamber of Comumerce, 1 appreciate the opportunity to express out
support for DOE to place this mission at the Savannah River Site

SCD59-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversio
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fdr
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience with
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existin
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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RESOLUTION

'WHEREAS the handling and disposition of excess weapos platoniura is of
£5ave concern 1o the pational secarity of ths United States, and
WHEREAS plutogium dispositi cne aof the most certain future

{3

mi&mﬁmemérmenmzo'wsom;md

WHEREAS the Department of Eaergy bas decidad to pursue a dnal path for
plutemium disposition and has named the Savannsh River Site 25 a candidate site for
boch, optione; and

‘WHEREAS the Savannah River Site bas produced approximarely 40 pescent
dﬂlmmmﬂmm&:k«ﬁﬂ:mhnﬁbw

1

plutonium in gl I fng equip with no adversa impact on , the

'WHEREAS the Department of Entecgy in its Record of Decision recognizns
thie Savannah River Sitc a5 “2 plutoninm-~competent site with the most modern, state-
dmmudmngﬁmlms. ~with the only remzining lazge coole

j: and processing capability in the DOE coraplex; and

WHEREAS the regional community in the Cenen] Savannoh River Area
(CSRA) of South Carolina and Georgia stropgly supports continued phutoniurm
missions far the Deparoment of Energy’s Savanmah River Site,

NOWBEHRESOLVEDMMGIWMN@mCﬁ.mb&nf
C suwongly end lutoniom missions for the Savannah River Site
wmmwdwwmmwm&numm
facility in plutonicin management and disposition.

APTROVED this 25 thday of Febmary 1997 at Nocth Asgusta, Soutlt

Carolina, by the Greater North Augnsta Chamber of Ca Board of Di
N
ChuckSnuth W. Bumnett

Executive Director

235 GEORGIA AVENUE * NORTH AUGUSTA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29841 * 803-279-2323

SCD99-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ support for siting the surplus plutoni
disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS i
preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensive experie
with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existing mission
and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surpl
plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD244-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach
However, DOE has identified as its preferred alternative the hybrid approaci.
Pursuing both immaobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the United
States important insurance against potential disadvantages of implementipg
either approach by itself. The hybrid approach also provides the begt
opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement similar
options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel. Further, it sen
the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to redu
stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner that
would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.

The DOE disposition facilities proposed in this SPD EIS would be at location$
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by

applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and securlLity

programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, informatio
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assuran
Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with the
usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear deviceg.
SRS has sitewide security services. Physical barriers; access control syste
detection and alarm systems; procedures, including the two-person ru
(which requires at least two people to be present when working with speci
nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel security measures, includi

security clearance investigations and access authorization levels, would

D

e}

used to ensure that special nuclear materials stored and processed insid a‘e
adequately protected. Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motio g

detection, and other automated materials monitoring methods woul@l<
be employed. Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and secun
for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance
with NRC regulations.
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MD244-2 MOX Approach

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. The purpose of the MOX approach is to convert surplus plutoniun
to a form that meets the Spent Fuel Standard, thereby providing evidence

irreversible disarmament and establishing a model for proliferation resistance

The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is tq
make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattract
for weapons use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium thg
exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors. While it is trug
that not all the plutonium would be consumed during irradiation in a nuclea
reactor, the resulting spent fuel would have a radiation barrier equivalent t
LEU spent fuel, and recovery of this plutonium would be extremely dangeroud
time consuming, and costly.

MD244-3

In the Immobilization Technology Down-Selection Radiation Barrier

ApproacHUCRL-ID-127320, May 1997), LLNL recommended that DOE pursue
only the can-in-canister immobilization approach based upon its superiority
to the homogenous approaches in terms of timeliness, higher technic
viability, lower costs, and to a lesser extent, lower environmental and healt
risks. Based on further recommendations from a committee of expert|
representing DOE, the national laboratories, and outside reviewers, DO
subsequently determined that immobilizing surplus plutonium materials|
would be best accomplished using the ceramic can-in-canister approac
NAS is currently conducting studies to confirm the ability of the ceramic

Immobilization

can-in-canister immobilization approach to meet the Spent Fuel Standarq.

The immobilization process is further discussed in Section 2.4.2.2.2.

MD244—4
As indicated in Section 2.18, no traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidentd

Transportation

or LCFs from radiological exposures or vehicle emissions are expected.

Transportation would be required for both the immobilization and MOX
approaches to surplus plutonium disposition. Transportation of specia
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nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would use DOE’s SST/SGT
system. Since the establishment of the DOE Transportation Safeguargls
Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has transported DOE-owned car
over more than 151 million km (94 million mi) with no accidents causing a
fatality or release of radioactive material, and no material has been divertgd
by terrorists. Section 2.4.4 and Appendix L describe DOE's transportatio
and material protection activities.

MD244-5 Human Health Risk

This SPD EIS identifies and analyzes potential human health impacts that
might result from construction and operation of the proposed surplug
plutonium disposition facilities. The Human Health Risk and Facility
Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | discuss the effects on the public
of potential radiological releases. DOE policy places public safety above
other program goals, and requirements have been established to protect fhe
safety and health of the public. DOE considers the protection of the publif
against accidents in the design, location, construction, and operation ¢f
its facilities.

MD244-6 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

Since the inception of the fissile materials disposition program, DOE has
supported a vigorous public participation policy. It has conducted publid
hearings in excess of the minimum required by NEPA regulations to engend
a high level of public dialogue on the program. Hearings on this SPD EI{
were held in Washington, Texas, South Carolina, Oregon, Idaho, an
Washington, D.C. The office has also provided the public with substantig
information in the form of fact sheets, reports, exhibits, visual aids, andg
videos related to fissile materials disposition issues. It hosts frequer]
workshops, and senior staff members make presentations to local and natio
civic and social organizations on request. Additionally, various means o
communication—mail, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and a Web sitd
(http://www.doe-md.com)—have been provided to facilitate the public
dialogue. Itis DOE policy to encourage public input into these matters o
national and international importance.
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| wanted to register an opinion. My name is Lois Helms. |
live in Winnsboro, South Carolina. I'm opposed to the
plans for a MOX plant at the Savannah River Site. | think
it's a hazardous program and has many short comings an
is being rushed through without efficiency.

1

PD043-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the MOX facility at
SRS. This SPD EIS analyzes the potential environmental impacts associat
with implementing the proposed surplus plutonium disposition activities at
the candidate sites. The results of these analyses, presented in Chapter 4
Volume | and summarized in Section 2.18, demonstrate that the activitie
would not have major impacts at any of those sites including SRS.

As indicated in Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the MOX facility becauss
this activity complements existing missions and takes advantage of existin
infrastructure and staff expertise. Decisions on the surplus plutonium
disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technig
and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, an
public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and
approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD63-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extens
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existi]
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on tf

surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmental

analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio|
considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regardin
facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD57%1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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Leapee of Women Yoters of Soath Carclina

MD169-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns about the public hearings f
discussion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. DOE believes thg

P ez B4 the hearing in question was objective and open; everyone who attended was
ey provided an opportunity to comment orally or in writing. Moreover, all
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comments submitted were given equal consideration relative to th
preparation of this SPD EIS.

MD169-2 Other

The management and operations contractor for SRS is required to opera
the site in compliance with applicable laws and regulations, including DOH
environmental, safety, and health directives. If DOE implements alternative]
for the disposition of surplus plutonium that result in the construction and
operation of facilities at SRS, compliance with applicable laws and regulation
would apply to the management and operations contractor regardless of t
contractor’s previous experience.

As discussed in Section 3.5, operational reactors at SRS have been s
down. Active missions at the site are summarized in Table 3—-38. Workers
safety-sensitive positions at SRS must satisfy DOE's qualifications for suc
positions. As discussed throughout Chapter 4 of Volume I, implementatio
of alternatives that would result in construction of new facilities at SRS
would have no major impact on the regional workforce.

MD169-3 DOE Policy

The scope of this SPD EIS is focused on analysis of alternatives o
weapons-usable plutonium that has been declared surplus to national secu
needs. It does not address nonsurplus plutonium (e.g., strategic reserves
other fissile materials such as HEU, which would continue to be stored &
sites other than SRS. Therefore, all material would not be concentrate
at SRS.

The Facility Accidents sections in Chapter 4 of Volume | summatrize accider
analyses for SRS. Details are provided in Appendix K.
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The proposed DOE surplus plutonium disposition facilities are all at locationg
where plutonium would have the levels of protection and control required by
applicable DOE safeguards and security directives. Safeguards and secur
programs would be integrated programs of physical protection, informatior]
security, nuclear material control and accountability, and personnel assuran
Security for the SRS facilities would be implemented commensurate with th
usability of the material in a nuclear weapon or improvised nuclear device|
SRS has sitewide security services. Physical barriers; access control syster
detection and alarm systems; procedures, including the two-person ru
(which requires at least two people to be present when working with specid
nuclear materials in the facility); and personnel security measures, includin
security clearance investigations and access authorization levels, would K
used to ensure that special nuclear materials stored and processed inside
adequately protected. Closed-circuit television, intrusion detection, motior
detection, and other automated materials monitoring methods would b
employed. Furthermore, the physical protection, safeguards, and securi
for the MOX facility and domestic, commercial reactors would be in compliance
with NRC regulations. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program at SRS will be based on environmental analyses, technical co
reports, national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input|

MD169-4 Nonproliferation

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threg
of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of
surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely
manner. Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel and using it in
domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish this
Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of plutonium,
a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following strict
conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it would b
owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited exclusively tg
the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility would be shut
down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition program. Fof
reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the participating
reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium, and the irradiation
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would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing. The decision oh
disposition of surplus HEU calls for blending down this material to LEU that
is suitable for reactor use. Therefore, this uranium fuel for commercial reactofs
would no longer be weapons grade and would be the same as other commergial
uranium fuel.

MD169-5 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding the use of MOK
fuel in commercial reactors. Section 4.28 was revised to discuss the potent]al
environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and North Anna, the
reactors that would use the MOX fuel. Commercial reactors in thg
United States are capable of safely using MOX fuel. The commercial reactofs
selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whose operatiorjal
life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutonium dispositior]
program. The SRS reactors are much older and predate most of the regulatpry
requirements to which commercial reactors are designed.

MD169-6 NRC Licensing

The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had be
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor
specific information. As part of the procurement process, bidders were ask
to provide environmental information to support their proposals. Thi
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DO
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract. DOE then prepared an Environmental Synop
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the publ
as Appendix P of thBupplement to the SPD Draft EtSApril 1999. This
Supplemenincluded a description of the affected environment around th
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmen
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28
this SPD EIS, respectively). During the 45-day period for public comment o
the SupplementDOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments. Responses to those comments
provided in Volume 1lI, Chapter 4.
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MD169-7 NRC Licensing

The regulatory process will be the same as for any request to amen
a 10 CFR 50 operating license. The reactor licensee will initiate the proces
by submitting an amendment request to NRC in accordance with 10 CFR 50.9
Safety and environmental analyses commensurate with the level of potenti
impact are submitted in support of, and as part of, the amendment reque
NRC reviews the submitted information and denies or approves the reques
The review process may involve submittal of additional information and
face-to-face meetings between the licensee and NRC, and may result

modified license amendment requests. NRC would continue to regulate th
commercial reactors.

MD169-8 Waste Management

The characteristics of MOX spent fuel would be similar to those of LEU
spentfuel. As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fu
would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic,
commercial reactors. Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor site
not expected to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX|
assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies. The additional spent fug
assemblies from the use of MOX fuel would not require different spent fue
storage at the reactor sites. Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be
very small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential geologi
repository. This SPD EIS assumes, for the purposes of analysis, that Yuc
Mountain, Nevada, would be the final disposal site for all immobilized
plutonium and MOX spent fuel. As directed by the U.S. Congress through
the NWPA, as amended, Yucca Mountain is the only candidate site currently
being characterized as a potential geologic repository for HLW and spen
fuel. DOE has prepared a separate Bi&ft Environmental Impact Statement
for a Geologic Repository for the Disposal of Spent Nuclear Fuel and
High-Level Radioactive Waste at Yucca Mountain, Nye County, Nevada
(DOE/EIS-0250D, July 1999), which analyzes the environmental impacts from
construction, operation and monitoring, related transportation, and eventugl
closure of a potential geologic repository.
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MD169-9 Cost

DOE would not assume any obligation for stranded costs under th
alternatives for the surplus plutonium disposition program.

1%

MD169-10 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that environmental cleanup pt
SRS would be affected by new initiatives, especially those that would produge
additional waste, DOE’s changing leadership, and changes imposed by the
U.S. Congress. Cleanup at SRS is still a priority, will remain a priority, and can
coexist with other DOE initiatives. The surplus plutonium disposition program
would be conducted in a way which ensures that cleanup remains a priorify
at SRS and that the production of any additional waste is processed ahd
disposed of in a timely and environmentally acceptable manner.
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RESOLUTION %

WHEREAS the bandling and disposision of excess weapons jurn is of gr 1o
the national security of the United Statess; and

©

WIHEREAS plutonium disposition represents one of the most certain future missions of the
Department of Encrgy (DOE) for the next 20 10 30 years, and

WHEREAS the DOFE has decided to pursue 2 dual path for plutonium dispesition and has
nemed the Savanneh River Site as a candidate site for both options; and

WHEREAS the DOE's Surphus Fissike Materials Disposition Program will result in the
production of qualified disposal forms and the eventual removal of these materials fron te State of

WHEREAS the Savannsh River Site has produced approximately 40 percent of all U.S.
weapons grade platozium over the last 45 yoars and has safely handled phutoniion in glovebox
processing equipment with 1o adverse impact on workers, the publie or the environment, eod

WIHEREAS the DOE in its Record of Decision recognizes the Savsmnah River Site ss“a
plutoninm competent site with the most modenn, state-of-the-art storage and processing
facilities.. . . with the only remaining large-scale chemical ion und ing capability in the

WHEREAS the regional commuity in the Centrel Savamnsh River Area (CSRA) of South
Carolina and Georgia strongly supports continued plutonium missions for the DOE Savanneh River
Site,

NOW BE IT RESOLVED st the Lower Savannah Private Industry Council
SPT i e §ix counties of Aiken, Allendal:

Za|| Bamberg, Barnwell, Calhioun, and Omangeburg, strongly endorses msjer plutonium

missiops for the Savannsh River Site and urges the Department of Enargy to designate the Savanmah

River Site as its Lead facility ia plwton d disposit

Q| APPROVED tis B wawyot Aoril o1 Likens
South Carolina, by the Lowee, Savanany . L C

SCD101

SCD101-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the proposed surply
plutonium disposition facilities at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.4
SRS is preferred for the proposed facilities because the site has extensi
experience with plutonium processing, and these facilities complement existin
missions and take advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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SCD67-1 DOE Policy

As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred for the proposdd
facilities because the site has extensive experience with plutonium processing,
and these facilities complement existing missions and take advantage pf
existing infrastructure. Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition
program will be based on environmental analyses, technical and cost reporfs,
national policy and nonproliferation considerations, and public input. DOH
will announce its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplug
plutonium disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.
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FD205-1 MOX Approach

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach. Us
of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry. Rather, the purpose of th
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium b
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified

NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutoniun
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger 3
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors. The MOX facility would produce nuclear fuel that would

displace LEU fuel that utilities would have otherwise purchased. If the effective
value of the MOX fuel exceeds the cost of the LEU fuel that it displaced, then
the contract provides that money would be paid back to the U.S. Governme
by DCS based on a formula included in the DCS contract. The commercid
reactors selected for the MOX approach include only those reactors whos
operational life is expected to last beyond the life of the surplus plutoniun
disposition program.
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SCD96-1 Cost Report

Because this comment relates directly to the cost analysis report, it has bgen
forwarded to the cost analysis team for consideration. Plii@nium
Disposition Life-Cycle Costs and Cost-Related Comment Resolutiof

United States
‘ s Documen{DOE/MD-0013, November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle
B Department emment Form . . L X
oprnergy Comment Fon cost analyses associated with the preferred alternative, is available on the

MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms a
the following locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C
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SCD96-2 Plutonium Polishing and Aqueous Processing

At the time DOE issued the SPD Draft EIS, it believed the gallium content in
the plutonium dioxide feed specifications for MOX fuel could be reached
using the dry, thermal gallium removal method included in the pit conversior]
process. However, in response to public interest on this topic and to ensu
adequate NEPA review in the event that the gallium specification could ng
be met with the thermal process, an evaluation of the potential environment
impacts of including a small-scale aqueous process (referred to as plutoniu
polishing) as part of either the pit conversion or MOX facility was presented
in Appendix N of the SPD Draft EIS. On the basis of public comments received
on the SPD Draft EIS, and the analysis performed as part of the MO
procurement, DOE has included plutonium polishing as a component of th
MOX facility to ensure adequate impurity removal from the plutonium dioxide.

Appendix N was deleted from the SPD Final EIS, and the impacts discussd
therein were added to the impacts sections presented for the MOX facility i
Chapter 4 of Volume I. Section 2.18.3 was also revised to include the impac
associated with plutonium polishing.

14 LBNFSodsm] wniuoinjd snjdins

Juawalels 1oeduwy Yeiia@uoliAug

15

~



T29-¢€

M ATTHEWS , SUZANNE
Pace 1oF 1

S United States

¥ Department Comment Form
¥ of Energy
Ligacsl 13 1795
NAME: (Optional) / %m /QJ#M//// M/mf% Y
ADDRESS: /5.2, A i pfael 0, 74 Rhx )7 4950
TELEPHONE: (Y3) 44/9- J/45 ~ L 77

L-MAIL: g 4 4

. ’I” S &
yi mﬁ/ﬂ Lok M/z/;,z;w %)szwfff Z

£ \[//U/// A M/) (4:24/ )f/u‘ﬁéz ,U%/,( %ﬂ)%f)z’

p / LA L
J—Cdu( p%j Litsra ) in 2004

%f&) 7l . . /J/Mﬂﬂ%ééf i Z/%) // 720
i gda) — 2o i0 VIOF P gt dle 2

DiMng 4 6’00?;m//m)>04 r bl Wt g7

\’(‘_/Q/ /*z@é%)“/z,u Jeale bﬂ&;@fﬂf/}% ) 24D

S iy ”
7

SCD58-1 Feedstock

None of the commercial MOX fuel plants in Europe currently use a dry
process to produce plutonium dioxide.

SCD58-2

DOE believes that beginning operations of the pit conversion facility in 2004
is a reasonable schedule. While it is true that the pit conversion facility is th
first consolidated facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the
processes that would be used in this facility are not entirely new. Many g
these processes are in use at LANL and LLNL, and each specific operation
the dry pit conversion process has been successfully demonstrated. Howey
to ensure successful and timely transition to full-scale operation, DOE i
testing these components as an integrated system at LANL. This p
disassembly and conversion demonstration is focusing on equipment desi
and process development and will provide information for fine-tuning the

Pit Disassembly and Conversion

process and operational parameters prior to pit conversion facility operatiof.

The information from the demonstration would be generated, gathered, an
be available on a continuous basis throughout the facility design phase.

copy of thePit Disassembly and Conversion Demonstration EA

(DOE/EA-1207, August 1998) is available on the MD Web site at
http:/mww.doe-md.com. In addition, because the information from this
demonstration would be used to supplement other information developed
support the design of a full-scale pit conversion facility, it would not be
necessary for the demonstration to be completed before beginning ¢
conversion facility design and construction.
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SCD95-1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for siting the pit conversior
facility at SRS. As indicated in the revised Section 1.6, SRS is preferred fo
the pit conversion facility because the site has extensive experience wif
plutonium processing, and the pit conversion facility complements existing
missions and takes advantage of existing infrastructure. Decisions on th
surplus plutonium disposition program at SRS will be based on environmentg
analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferatio

considerations, and public input. DOE will announce its decisions regarding

facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium disposition in the
SPD EIS ROD.
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MD285-1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

A period of 60 days was allowed for public comment on the SPD Draft EIS
and DOE accepted comments submitted by various means: public hearing
malil, a toll-free telephone and fax line, and the MD Web site. Although it did
not extend the comment period, DOE did consider, to the extent possibl
comments received after the close of that period.

MD285-2 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support for reducing the nucleg
weapons stockpile, and opposition to using either immobilization or the MOX
approach to surplus plutonium disposition. DOE has extensively studie
technologies for this purpose, and in 8®rage and Disposition PEIS

identified and evaluated a number of potentially acceptable technologie
However, many of these technologies were determined to be unacceptal
for reasons of complexity, the cost or time for implementation, and the degrs

to which the resulting form met the Spent Fuel Standard. The Spent Fug

Standard, as identified by NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplu
weapons-usable plutonium as inaccessible and unattractive for weapo
use as the much larger and growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spe
nuclear fuel from commercial power reactors. Based on these analyses g
other available information, the ROD for tB®rage and Disposition PEIS
reduced the number of technologies that would continue to be considered
those evaluated in this SPD EIS: immobilization in either a ceramic or glas
form, and MOX fuel fabrication and irradiation. This SPD EIS evaluates the
potential impacts of waste generation for each of the proposed alternativeg
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel and oth
wastes would be produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestid
commercial reactors. Spent fuel and waste management at the propog
reactor sites is not expected to change dramatically due to the substituti
of MOX assemblies for some of the LEU assemblies. Likewise, the additiona
spent fuel would be a very small fraction of the total that would be manage
at the potential geologic repository.
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